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Fcbnlary 13. 2006

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary
Federal Communications ~_~ission
Office of the Secretary
445 12- Street, SW. Room TW-A325
WashiDlton, DC 20554

Attn: Scott A. Mackoul, Auctions aIxt Spectrum A~ Division, WTB
Room 6-65 J 9

Be: Co~ ollAWS-J AIIdiD8 Pr~ra -AU DocADNo.l6-JB

Dear Ms. Dortch;

Premier Communications hereby submits its comments on the Wireless T elecommu-
nica1iOOI 8~' s proposed ~ prica/minimum OPCDina bids IIxt other p'oced~ for
the upcoming ~OD of Ad~ Wireless Services \AWSj spectnlm in the 1710-
1755 MHz and 2110 - 2155 MHz ("AWS-l") bands. known as Auction No. 66. We ~ a
nIrBl telephone LEC in IoWL Our compeny has been in t.~l~ since 1906, and we have a
demoDltl'lled ccxnmitment to the nnJ communities in our 8Vice area. We tbIDk the Bu-
reau for providing us the o~rtunity to submit tbeIe comments. in response to its January
31. 2006 Public Notice.

As a rural carrier. we are amona the entities that Conaras lOUaht to help when it
mandated in Section 309(j) of the Communications Act that the FCC promote economic
opportunity and competition and disseminate licenses among a wide variety of applicants,
includina small bt1-~i~ aIxI rural telepilOlX companies. W e ~f~ believe that die
BUI'eau must not allow the reave prices/minimwn opening bids or other procedures that. i.
adopts for Auction No. 66 to become an artificial barrier to meaninaful small business arid
rural telephone company participation in the A WS aootion. The Commission was on the
right tr8Ck when it revised its A WS-I bIIMI plan last AUIUIt 8IMi doubled die &mount of
spectnlm available for MSA/RSA licensing ~ meet the needs ofnnJ carrien." The Bu-
reau can fUl'ther promote the Commission's policy aoals by adoptina the followina auction
procedures aIxi desian proPOlail:

PRElVIlEA
COMMUNICATION'

N.m~



Packale BiddiDl Should Not Be Available

We support the Bureau's proposal to ~ its ..~~ simultaneous multiple-roUlKi auc-
tion format for A~ No. 66. PD. bidding ItM>UId not be available for the A-Block li-
censes, since this would unduly complicate the biddina for 734 MSA/RSA liceDJeS. More im-
JX)rtantly, ~~ biddina could deprive nIral carriers of InCaDiDgful opportunities to ~ci-
pale in A WS. Larae CIrrias ~d be able to place a ~~ bid on Iarae 1lCai0Dl of A Block
spectrum, effectively turning the A Block into another REAG. And if certain A Block licenles
do not receive individual bids in the ~kaae bid IIca. the Commission may be f~ to award
the PlCkaae bid even if a nIral telephone ~::~~!}~y paced a hiJher per JX)p bid on the RSA en-
compassing its nIral service area. 1biJ would effectively wxIo die Commission's aood work in
creating a viable bidding opportunity for small busi~ and rural telephone companies
tbrotlgb creation of the A BI~ aIKI would be ~~~ with the mlrKlate of Section 309(j)
of the Communications Act We therefore ItIOnalY support the B\UQU's initial conclusion that
it would not be practical or desirable to offer plCkaae bidding in a sinale A WS-I auction with
1.222 available licenses.

If the ~~~i~~on concl\xles after reviewiDg the comlDCllts that it is desirable to allow
p8Cbae biddina on the lqeI" licenles. then we support haviDg a separate ~on for the A
Block. so long as the Commission combines the results of the two A WS auctions in determin-
ing if the aggregate reserve price is met. Otherwise. the CommiJlion should have a sinaic auc-
tion in which the A Block li~ are off limits to p8Ck8I~ bidden.

The VI'" Bidder/Bid laformadoD S~oald Be AvaUable to A.edoa '.rd..a

In contrast to previous auctions, the Bureau hu proposed for Auction No. 66 that it
make public only the gross amount of hiib bids after each biddina round ("provisionally win-
nin& bidsj, aIM1 that it not reveal inform8liCX1 about (1) ~' 100ft-form licel* Klcctions
uMi the amount of their upfront payments; (2) the identity of non-provisionally winning bidders
and the amounts of their bids; and (3) the identities of the provisiooally wiDnina bidders. We
are WICOmfortable with s\x:h a significant del*tuK from p~ma that worked fine in dozens
of spectnlm a\x:tions up to now, and urge the Bureau to return to what bas become st8Ildard
practice. Any speculative benefit in "economic efficiency" that the Bureau hopes to gain from
making less bidder information available will be vutly outweiabcci by bidder confusion IIMi
Ulartainty with the rcw procedures. Small carriers will have peata' confidence in the A WS
auction and they will bid more confidently if they know who they are bidding apinst, and the
biddina eligibility of the opposina bidders.

The Commission has already eliminated the dinaef of bid sianaiina throuih the use of
"click box" biddina. in which tile FCC detamines tile 8IIOUDt of eKh bid iIx:IaneIIt. Full dis-
closure of any opposing bidder identities and marketI of dK»ice would also make it easier for
bidden to comply with the anti-collusion rules, and would make any special anti-collusion n0-
tices (referred to in footnote 30 of tile Public Notice) \mI:.~:~~~.



Reduce M1ai8.. 0peal8& Bidl/Uptroat ray.eRa lor RSA Lice8Ha

In recognition of the significant diffe~ in valuation of rural uKi urban marketI (and
sianificant disparity in network buildout COlts). the 8weau IIKJuld p.!~~ttMly lo~ its mini-
mwn opening bids aIx1 upfront payments for all A-Block RSA li~. We believe this will
encourage greater participation and more robust biddina for RSA licenses early in ~ auction,
IIxi result in a wide di~iD8tion of A WS liceD8CS amona desipted entities. The Commis-
sion should encourage u many bidders u possible to PBrtici.-ae in Auction No. 66. ~-!1r
this will ensure that all of the available spectrum is licensed uKi that spectrum is valued fairly
by the marketplace. rather thin u . ~~ of administrative ccxavenieoce.

u~ of a lingle five cent per MHz-pop formula for calculatina the minimum openina
bids of all licenses does not reflect the reality (demonstrated by prior auctions) that a given mar-
ket's va1~ is a function of its )X)pu1Ition density, u m&x:h u ita aac population. Thus a ~
pop" will not sell for the same price as an ~ pop". For example, in the lower 700MHz
auction, several RSAs in our state were won with a final bid of two cents per MHz-pop or less
(MEh u CMA 41 S Iowa 4- MuxalilWi), while ~ of the Iowa MSAs in the 8DX auction with
similar populations were won at six times dIat amount or ~ (1Ix:h IS Dubuque-CMA 286,
which sold for 5128,000, or approximately 12 centl per MHz-pop). It follows that there must
be a !1.L~.nti.1 diICoWlt factor applied to the RSA liceases, to allow bidden room to arrive at
the conect market price for less denlel y populated lIaS. If biddina is started at the 8me per
MH7/pop level for alllicenleS, some of the sparsely populated RSAs may be over-valued at the
minimum openina bid; or the bid iIa.a~.tI in the ~-ina roUDd will pea oVa' the ICtua1
va1~. This would cause bi~ to drop out radIer than bid, IIMI would result in lea ~on
revenue. We therefore suuest that the minimum openina bid for all A-Block RSA licenses
ItM>u1d be ~ cent per MHz-p>p.

For the same re8)DS. the upfroot .-ymcot b RSA ~~ _uld be ~ to ~
cent per MHz-pop. This will encourage wider particis-tion in ~ ~on by small businesses
and rural telephone carrien.

We respectfully ~uest that ~ Bwau 8DCIMI its S-opcJlcd reserve prices/minimum
opcnina bids and other procedures for dle A WS-1 !UCtloo in ICCOrdance with the foreaoing
comments.

Respectfully submi~

tflt4~
DougJu A. Boone
Chief E-~~.!ti'Ye Officer


